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ABSTRACT 
The present study is to examine whether the various parenting processes are 
separable or inter-related, and to find out the number of parenting dimensions for a 
typology. The separability of parenting dimensions is further validated by their 
relationship with various indices of adolescent psychopathology and psychosocial 
maturity. 171 delinquent samples from local correctional institutions has been recruited 
to explore the generalizability of the findings from the school samples which are made 
up of 515 students from two local secondao^ schools. Four parenting dimensions, 
namely, Authoritativeness, Autonomy-granting / permissiveness. Consistency and 
Harshness have been found in factor analysis, with Authoritativeness and Consistency 
as the most significant dimension for explaining adolescent psychopathology and 
psychosocial maturity. However, their impacts are generalized. For example, higher 
parental authoritativeness is associated with lower internalizing and externalizing 
problems as well as more positive self-worth, whereas higher consistency of parenting 
is associated with lower internalizing and externalizing problems as well as stronger 
self-reliance. The generalized impact of parenting dimensions, together with their 
moderate inter-correlations, suggests that parenting dimensions are separable but not 
entirely independent. Parenting is found to have unique contribution to the prediction 
of adolescent's psychopathology and psychosocial maturity beyond that of 
psychosocial adversity. The cultural differences in perception of autonomy-granting as 
well as the implications ofthe findings on social policy are discussed. 
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CHAPTERONE : Introduction 
There are difterent definitions of parenting. Generally speaking, parenting is a 
task concerned with the raising of children. Apart from maintaining the physical 
survival of children, parenting is to teach children economic self sufficiency and self 
actualization (LeVine, 1974). Parenting is not a handful of discrete behavior 
management skills, but instead it refers to the broader climate established by parents in 
which children and parents live together and transact. The responsibility of parenting 
includes paying attention to many aspects of the environment in which children live and 
learn, that is, what they observe, what they hear, how they think, how things are talked 
about, etc. (Fauber & Long, 1992). Parenting also means loving and caring for children, 
helping children to grow, nourishing, protecting and guiding children throughout the 
course of development. The challenge of parenting is to provide appropriate 
opportunities for the children to develop their potentialities (Brooks, l99I). The 
different descriptions ofparenting imply that parenting is a multi-dimensional construct 
which is composed of, for example, behavior management, provision ofopportunity for 
learning, or effective nourishment. 
Accordingly, difterent parenting processes have been proposed by different 
researchers, for example, warmth, control or supervision, autonomy granting, corporal 
punishment, ovcrproteclion, consistency, etc. (e.g. Parker, TupIing & Brown, 1979; 
Steinberg, Lambom, Dornbusch & Darling, 1992; Feehan, McGee, Stanton & Silva, 
1991). The process ofparenting can be classified in different ways. Various typologies 
of parenting practice have been suggested. Some researchers proposed a two-factor 
model. For example, Schaefer(1959) classified parenting practices into two main areas, 
namely. Control and Warmth. Other rcsearchers be!ieved in a three-factor model, for 
example, Steinberg (1990) proposed that Autonomy granting, Control and Involvement 
were equally important dimensions ofparenting. The typology ofparenting has aroused 
heated debate among different researchers. 
Obviously, parenting involves different processes which presumably display 
differential impact on child development. The first objective of this study is to see 
whether the various parenting processes are separable or inter-related, and to find out 
the number of separable parenting dimensions for a typology. The second objective is to 
validate the separability of various parenting dimensions by examining their relationship 
with various indices of child development. 
Typologies of parenting 
Early theories of parenting focused on a single dimension, like control (Watson, 
1928) and nurturance (Freud, 1933). Gradually, researchers or clinicians realized the 
inadequacy of a single dimensional view on parenting and started to focus on the 
multi-dimensional processes ot'parenting. Symonds (1939) proposed these dimensions, 
including acceptance / rejection and dominance / submission; Baldwin (1955) emotional 
warmth / hostility and detachment / involvement; Schaefer {l959) love / hostility and 
autonomy / control; and Becker (1964) warmth / hostility and restrictiveness / 
permissiveness, etc. There were detectable similarities of the underlying dimensions 
proposed by different researchers. Warmth and control were tvvo broad parenting 
dimensions supported by many researchers. 
Maccoby and Martin (1983) modified Becker's dual-dimensions of warmth vs. 
restrictiveness into the dimensions of demandingness and responsiveness. 
Demandingness referred to the parents' willingness to confront the child who 
disobeyed. Responsiveness referred to the contingent reinforcement that parents 
delivered to shape the child's behavior. 
Steinberg (1990) added the third ingredient - Autonomy-granting, into the 
dual-factor parenting model - warmth and control. Parents, who wcre high in 
autonomy-granting, encouraged their children to have their own opinions and adopted 
induction instead of coercive disciplinary techniques when disciplining their children. 
They allowed for children's individualization. 
The following paragraphs are going to sum up theoretical discussion and 
empirical studies concerning the various processes of parenting proposed. 
1. Warmth and involvement 
Attachment theory (Bowlby, 1988) predicted that individuals who had supportive 
parents gained several benefits. Secure attachments during childhood were expected to 
provide a sense of optimism about others and about one's own worth and IoveabiIity, a 
responsiveness to others which was the foundation of social skills and intimacy, and a 
confidence to explore and learn from the world. BovvIby (1969) believed that adult 
depression was related primarily to the failure to establish secure and stable relations 
with parents in childhood. These people were often toId that they were unlovable or 
incompetent, or they had experienced actual loss of a parent with associated feelings of 
helplessness. 
Attachment was composed ofboth the physical component (involvement) and the 
emotional component (warmth or nurturance). Involvement denoted the 
communication, interaction and the quality of the interaction. Nurturance, on the other 
hand，referred to the emotional components of parenting apart from physical proximity 
or involvement. According to Maccoby and Martin (1983), parental warmth and 
involvement referred to the extent of the parents' commitment to children's welfare, 
sensitivity and responsiveness to their needs, as well as parents' willingness to show 
enthusiasm for children's accomplishments. 
Warmth had been documented to be a significant predictor of internalizing 
psychopathoIogy and psychosocial maturity. Research confirmed that parental warmth 
was associated with secure attachment, better academic achievement and positive self-
esteem (Coppersmith, 1967; Estrada, Arsenio, Hess, & Holloway, 1987). Both boys 
and girls with supporting and non-rejecting parents were less depressed, less socially 
alienated and more satisfied with their lives (Winefield, Winefield & Tiggemann，1994). 
Lack of parental warmth, including lack of tolerance, affection and stimulation, 
enhanced the development of dysfunctional attitudes which subsequently affected self-
image (Richter, Eisemann & Perris，1994). Suicidal thoughts in both young and mature 
adults were particularly related to parents' message that the person was not valued, 
Ioved or wanted (Ross, 1994). 
Loeber & Stouthamer - Loeber (1986) found that the lack of parentai 
involvement correlated positively to severe conduct problems in children. Farrington 
and Hawtin (1991) also found that the strongest prediction of early offending was low 
parental involvement. Parental care and warmth as vvell as responsiveness to the 
children's daily life events had been significant preventive factors against behavioral 
problems like teenage drinking and driving (Beck & Lockhart, 1992). As supported by 
most researches, parental warmth and involvement were important protective factors 
against juvenile delinquency when the children were exposed to risks factors like 
associations with bad peers or living in a divorced family (Hetherington, Cox & Cox, 
1979; Rutter, Quinton & Liddle, 1983). Local study also supported that parental 
involvement in terms of shared activities significantly differentiated recidivists from 
non-recidivists (Correctional Services Department, Hong Kong 1993). 
The findings ofempirical studies implies that parental warmth in general reduces 
both internalizing psychopathology and externalizing psychopathology, and increases 
self-worth. 
2. Parental control or supervision 
Control referred to the strictness and demandingness when parents exercised their 
authority and exerted power to supervise their children (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). 
Under the behavioral approach, control in forms of reinforcement and punishment were 
important in shaping children's behaviors. Piaget (1932) also proposed that children 
needed external control (like punishment) to develop their sense of morality especially 
before the pre-operational cognitive stage when children were weak in internal control. 
Appropriate control such as giving close supervision, monitoring children's 
whereabouts，disciplining antisocial behavior effectively and supporting the 
development ofprosocial skill had been empirically associated with lower delinquency 
(e.g. Forgatch, 1994; Peeples & Loeber，1994，Patterson & Stouthamer-Loeber，1984). 
Conversely, families of delinquents were characterized by poor supervision and control 
practices (Henggeler, 1989; LarzeIer & Patterson, 1990). Less skilled parents 
inadvertently reinforced their children's antisocial behavior and failed to provide 
effective punishments for transgression. Parental . supervision was an important 
socialization process which moved children from external monitored control to 
intemal regulation (Shaw & Bell, 1993). 
5 - — 
Parents had significant impact in shaping the extent to which children were 
exposed to other major agents of socialization. This in tum reduces the child's 
vulnerability to risks factors. A study by Dornsbusch et aI (1985) substantiated the role 
ofgood parenting and supervision in reducingjuvenile delinquency, lt suggested that as 
long as having a good parental control method and attitude, single parent families did 
not necessarily ' produce more delinquent offspring. Besides, parental control was ^ 
significant inhibitor of delinquency for different gender at different stages of 
development. For males, control were more effective in mid-adolescence whereas for 
females in later adolescence (SeydIitz, 1991). 
From the literature presented above, parental control or supervision specifically 
reduces externalizing psychopathology. 
3. Inconsistent discipline 
Consistency in discipline and corporal piinishment were distinctive aspects of 
parenting practices proposed by Frick (1991) as having an impact on the behavioral 
pattern of a child. Frick (1991) found that families of destructive behavioral disorder 
children had higher scores on the poor monitoring / supervision, inconsistent discipline 
and corporal punishment. He argued that the impact of control was not simply having 
one dimension, that is，high vs. low level of control. Instead, the consistency in 
discipline was also related to delinquency. Consistency in discipline referred to how 
likely parents applied the same method or quantity of discipline across situations. 
Consistency in discipline also relied on parental agreement or cooperation on 
supervision, that is, the extent to which both parents were working together for a 
common direction in child-discipline, l f one parent reinforced the child for one 
behavior, while another parent punished the child for the same behavior, the child would 
be very confused and have no idea about in what way he or she was supposed to behave. 
Intermittent positive reinforcement of an undesirable behavior made the extinction of 
the behavior difficult. 
Compared with strictness and permissiveness, inconsistency was related more 
significantly with early externalizing problems, for example, attention deficit disorder, 
aggressive & non-aggressive conduct disorders and oppositional disorder (Feehan, 
Mcgee, Staton & Silva，1991). Mother's inconsistent discipline was inversely and 
indirectly correlated with children's classroom grades via their global distress and low 
cognitive self-worth (Wentzed, Feldman & Weinberger，1991). Coppersmith (1967) 
found that firm control in terms of consistent enforced standards for behavior, in 
conjunction with acceptance and respect, promoted high self-esteem. A similar result 
was found by a more recent study which suggested that consistent control was one of 
the central prerequisites for a positive self-esteem (Schneewind, 1991 )• 
To conclude, inconsistent parenting generally increases externalizing and 
internalizing psychopathology, and suppresses self-esteem. 
I 
4. Harshness and corporal punishment 
Corporal punishment as a parenting practice was found in both western countries 
(Straus, 1991) and Chinese society (Ho, 1989). Frick(199l) proposed that apart from 
consistency of discipline, corporal punishment was anqther parenting variable having 
direct effect on adolescents' behavioral problems. Parents' physical aggression on the 
children could become a model for the children to ventilate their anger and unhappiness 
in other life situations, resulting in the delinquent or rebellious acts during childhood or 
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adolescence (Rutter & Giller, 1983), and criminal behaviors during adulthood (Widom, 
1989). Abusive treatment was also related to the victim's depression (Feehan, McGee, 
Stanton&Silva, 1991). 
Empirical studies found that it was not necessary for parental aggression to reach 
an abusive level in order to have a significant impact on children. Harsh discipline had 
already produced internalizing psychopathoIogy for children. Holmes & Robins (1987) 
found that harsh discipline together with inconsistent parenting predicted both 
depression and alcoholism. There were positive correlations among corporal 
punishment, depressive symptoms and suicidal thoughts (Murray, 1995). Harshness 
also produced impact on behavior control and sense of self-directness. Corporal 
punishment correlated positively and significantly with early externalizing problem of 
the children (Wolfe, 1987), and weakened children's sense of autonomy 
(Hoftrnan,1967). 
Literature review shows that parental harshness generally increases internalizing 
and externalizing psychopathoIogy, and lowers self-reliance. 
# 
5. Autonomy and Over-protection 
Apart from warmth and control, Steinberg (1990) proposed psychological 
autonomy-granting as an important dimension ofauthoritativeness. Parents who scored 
high on the measure of autonomy-granting encouraged children to express their own 
opinions, tolerated individual differences in the family, tegitimated their authority with 
reasons, and rarely used coercive disciplinary techniques. Discouragement ofautonomy 
and independence was the main characteristic of parental over-protection (Parker, 
Tupling & Brown，1979). Over-protective parents were unwilling to accept the 
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growing up of their children and always treated their children in an age-inappropriate 
way. They did most ofthe things for their children, worrying that their children could 
not cope with the task. 
Psychological autonomy-granting facilitated the development of responsibility, 
competence and self-reliance (Steinberg, 1990), and self-reliance was in turn related to 
resistance to peer influence (Steinberg and SiIverberg, 1986). Since susceptibility to 
peer influence was one of the factors relating to delinquency, it was very likely that 
through boosting up the chiIdren*s self-reliance, autonomy-granting could lessen the 
probability ofadoIescent delinquency. In fact, there was empirical evidence supporting 
such a notion. Adolescents who reported the parents as over-protective were more 
likely to become delinquent than those reported optimal parental bonding involving care 
and encouragement (Mak, 1994). 
The impact ofparentaI over-protectiveness was also documented to be related to 
the children's internalizing problems. Parental over-protection was associated with 
greater depressive symptoms (Whisman & Kwon, 1992), and adolescents, suicidal 
behaviors (Adam et al, 1994). 
Obviously, autonomy-granting hightens competence and self-reliance. It also 
reduces the probability of adolescent delinquency and depression. The relationship of 
over-protection with various indices of child development was opposite to that of 
autonomy-granting. 
Concluding remarks 
Dimensions of parenting has been grouped under six headings in this study. 
Obviously, some dimensions are conceptually similar, for instance, warmth and 
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involvement. Some are conceptually different, for example, warmth and control. The 
present study is to find out how separable or inter-related the parenting dimensions are. 
Differential relationship between these parenting dimensions and various indices of 
child development further validates their separability. 
Outcome Variables 
In the present study, the impact of parenting on the adolescent psychosocial 
maturity, internalizing as well as externalizing problems was examined. Internalizing 
problems referred to mood problems like depression and anxiety disorder, withdrawal 
and somatic problems while externalizing problems referred to some acting out 
delinquent behavior like fighting, truant, telling lie, stealing and drug abuse, etc. 
(Achenbach, 1991). 
There were different indices of psychosocial maturity. One index ofpsychosociaI 
maturity was self-perceived confidence in difterent areas ofIife including competence in 
the social domain and global self worth (Harter, 1982). lt was supported by research 
findings that as children grew up with increasing physiological and cognitive resources 
they enjoyed, their competence in performing life tasks would also increase (Garazzi & 
Sabatelli, 1990). The children were therefore said to become psychosocially mature as 
they understood their own strength and weakness, utilizing their strengths but also 
accepting their limitations. The general competence was also found to be inversely 
correlated with both emotional and behavioral problems of children (Lehart & Rabiner， 
1995). Social competence of children served as a protective factor against the 
expression of externalizing，internalizing or hyperactive behaviors when the children 
were facing stressllil life events (Garmezy, Masten & TelIegen, 1984). 
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Another index of psychosocial maturity was self-reliance capacity (Greenberger 
& Bond, 1976). According to Greenberger & Sorensen (1974), self-reliance referred to 
three personal properties, namely an absence of excessive dependency on others, a 
sense of control over one's life, and initiativeness. lt corresponded to independence, 
intemal locus ofcontrol and assertiveness. 
Research Questions 
In sum, the present research is designed to address the following major issues: 
1. What are the major dimensions of parenting? 
2. How does each dimension of parenting relate to various indices ofadoIescent 




C H A P T E R T W O : Methodology 
Subjects 
The current study included a school sample (N=515) of Form 1 to Form 7 
adolescents and a delinquent sample (N= 171) ofadolescents with clinical histories. Two 
i 
band-three secondary schools were selected by means of non-probability convenient 
sampling. Participants from four youth institutions of the Hong Kong Correctional 
Services Department were also included to see how generalizable the findings of the 
school sample were to the delinquent sample. 
As shown in Table 1，there were significant differences in sex ratio (x^= 68.73, 
p<.001). Among the school participants, 45.4% were male and 54.6% were female, 
while for the delinquent sample 81.9% were males and 31% were females. The 
educational level between the two samples was also found to difter significantly 
(义2= 142.14，p<.001) (see Table 1 )• Comparisons of mean age between the two samples 
also yielded significant finding. The mean age of school sample was 15.6 whereas the 
mean age ofdeIinquent sample was 17.2. (F[l,684]=93.48, p<.OOI) (see Table 2). 
Measures 
Socio-demographic variables 
A brief demographic inventory had been constructed. It included such items as 
participants' accommodation, family financial conditions, parents’ educational level and 
career, family sizes, and marital status of the respondents' parents. In case of a single 
parent family or divorced family, the respondents were asked to answer the items 
concerning the consistency of parenting according to the parenting situations before the 
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Table 8 
Comparison ofdemographic characteristics: Number of participants broken by two samples. 
School sample Clinical sample Total sample ^^ 























































Mean age broken down by samples 
School sample Clinical sample— Total T F 
Mean age 15.6 17.2 — ~~~iTIs -I2.75** 93.48**~~~ 




parents' separation or decease. Respondents in the delinquent sample were asked to 
report according to their situation shortly before their admission to the youth 
institutions. The two samples differed significantly in all demographic variables (Table 
3). Delinquent sample was more likely to have disadvantaged family background. For 
example, their families were more likely to suffer from financial difficulties (delinquent 
sample: 51.8%; school sample: 24.4%), reside in public or temporary housings 
(delinquent sample: 69.8%; school sample: 60.5%), have working mothers (delinquent 
sample: 55.8%; school sample: 34.9%) or unemployed fathers (delinquent sample: 
l l .2%; school sample: l.7%), have father without formal education (delinquent 
sample: 6.0%, school sample: 3.9%), have mother with no formal educational history 
(delinquent sample: 11.8%; school sample: 5.8%), have the number of siblings (not 
including the respondent) equal to or more than 3 (delinquent sample: 38%; school 
sample: 19.4%), and grow up in a single parent family (delinquent sample: 46.8%; 
school sample:10.5%), etc. 
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Table 3 
Comparison of family characteristics: number ofparticipants broken down by samples. 
School sample Clinical sample Total sample y^  
n = 515 n=171 n=686 
(75.1%) (24.9%) (100%) 
Financial condilioii 48.0** 
no financial difTicuity 388(75.6%) 82 (48.2%) 470 (68.8%) 
with financial difficulty 125 (24.4%) 88 (51.8%) 213 (31.2%) 
lotal = 513 totai = 170 toial = 683 
T>pe of housing 36.5** 
public housing 301 (58.6%) 108 (63.9%) 409 (59.9%) 
home ownership scheme 123 (23.9%) 11(6%) 134 (19.6%) 
privately owned 80 (15.6%) 40 (23.7%) 120 (17.6%) 
Others(temporary housing and quarters) 10(1.9%) 10 (5.9%) 20 (2.9%) 
lolal = 514 total = 169 lotaI = 683 
Parents 133.2** 
nalural parcnls 54(10.5%) 80 (46.8%) 134(19.6%) 
two blood-rclated parents 459 (89.3%) 83 (48.5%) 542 (79.1%) 
wilh slcp-parcnls I (0.2%) 5 (2.9%) 6 (0.9%) 
other guardians 0 (0%) 3 (I.8%) 3 (0.4%) 
(e.g. aunts) 
lotal = 514 total = 171 lotal = 685 
* p<().()5 
** p<0.()l 
一 • 15 
Table 3 (continued) 
School sample Ginical sample TouU sample 
n = 515 n = 171 n = 686 
(75.1%) (24.9%) (100%) 
Falher's education 
ncvcr rcccivc cducalion 21) (3.r/o) 10 (6.0%) 30 (4.4%) 
primary cducation 168 (32.9%) 49 (29.2%) 217(32.0%) 
secondary education or 227 (44.4%) 34 (20.2%) 261 (38.4%) 
abovc 
don't know %(18.8%) 75 (44.6%) 171 (25.2%) 
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lotaI = 633 
Mother's education 
never receive cducaiion 
primary education 
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Involvement, control and psychological mitonomy-granting 
The latest version of the Authoritative Parenting Measure (Steinberg, Lambom, 
Dornbusch & Darling, 1992) was employed to measure the dimensions ofinvolvement, 
control, and psychological autonomy-granting. As reported in Steinberg's study, a 
number ofitems were adapted from existing parenting measures (e.g. Dombusch et aI, 
1985; Patterson & Stouthamer - Loeber, 1984) and later exploratory factor analysis 
was employed to yield three factors, namely, acceptance / involvement, strictness / 
supervision, and psychological autonomy. The three sub-scales totally had 24 items. All 
items of involvement and autonomy sub-scales were in a 4 point Iikert-scaIe format, 
while items of the supervision scale were in 3 or 4 point likert-scaIe format. The 
acceptance / involvement scale measured the extent to which the adolescent perceived 
his or her parents as responsive and involved (9 items, Cronbach,s alphas = 0.71). The 
strictness / supervision scale assessed parental monitoring and supervision of the 
adolescent (8 items，Cronbach's alphas = 0.73). The scale of psychological autonomy 
dimension assessed the extent to which parents employed non-coercive, democratic 
discipline within the family. 
Nurtnrance 
The Parental Nurturance Scale was a 24-item instrument which included parental 
approval, acceptance, and affirmation of their chiIdren.'Parental Nurturance Scale was 
found to be a valuable tool for assessing the child's perception ofchange in nurturance 
as a result offamily counseling (Buri, 1989). It was originally designed in parallel forms 
to assess the respective father's and mother's nurturance to the children. The intemai 
— - 17 
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consistency was 0.94 and 0.92 respectively (Buri, 1989). ln the present study, global 
parental nurturance to children instead ofthe respective separated parent's nurturance 
to -children was measured. 
Overprotection 
The over-protection sub-scale of Parental Bonding Instrument was employed to 
measure the respondent's perceived parental over-protection. The Parental Bonding 
Instrument was originally designed by Parker, TupIing & Brown (1979) to measure 
parent-child bonds from the perspective of children. It was constructed on the basis of 
two variables deemed important in developing a bond between parent and child: caring 
(with the opposite extreme being indifference or rejection), and over-protection (with 
the opposite extreme being encouragement of autonomy and independence). Only the 
over-protection sub-scale was employed in this study (13 items, Cronbach,s alpha =. 
0.74, three week test-retest correlation of 0.63). The scale was scored on a 4-point 
likert scale. 
Corporal punish)neni 
The corporal punishment sub-scale of Albama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ) 
developed by Frick (1991) was employed for assessing the harshness of parental 
corporal punishment as perceived by the respondents. The original questionnaire 
consisted of 42 questions designed to tap the most important aspects of parenting 
practices related to child behavioral problems; parental involvement, monitoring / 
supervision, use of positive parenting, inconsistency in discipline, and types of 
discipline. It was designed to assess these parenting constructs across multiple sources 
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(parent and child) and used multiple formats (global report on questionnaire and 
behavior frequencies via telephone interviews). 
The corporal punishment was composed of 3 items, measuring in a 4-point likert 
scale. A satisfactory internal consistency had been found in Frick‘s (1991) study 
(Cronbach，s alpha = 0.81). 
i 
Consistency of parenting 
The sub-scale ofinconsistency in discipline from APQ was employed to measure 
the degree of consistency of parental discipline perceived by the respondents. The scale 
consisted of 6 items, with a Cronbach's alpha of 0.90 (Frick, 1991). Adopting the 
format of APQ, three more sub-scales on parental inconsistency were constructed. For 
the sub-scale of inconsistent warmth, respondents were asked whether their parents 
practised as what they claim to be; whether their parents' caring attitude fluctuated 
according to their mood, whether parents gave up their caring for the sake of 
inconvenience，whether parents failed to offer concern sometimes when the respondents 
were upset; whether parents behaved sometimes as caring and sometimes as neglectful. 
For the sub-scale ofinconsistent autonomy, constructed items included whether parents 
had practiced as what they claim to be; whether parental granting of autonomy varied 
according to the parents' mood; whether parents had withdrawn from involving in 
children's affair upon the latter's objection; whether parents were sometimes confident 
ofbut sometimes doubtful ofthe children's independent capacity; whether parents had 
given up granting autonomy to their children for the sake of inconvenience. 
Totally 9 items of interparental inconsistent parenting sub-scale had been 
constructed. The respondents were asked whether a parent was strict in discipline or 
19 
fond of using punishment while another parent was loose in discipline or fond ofusing 
reinforcement; whether a parent tended to intervene and express objection when 
another parent was carrying out discipline; whether parents had disagreements and even 
quarrels on matters concerning child discipline; and whether the degree and the way of 
autonomy-granting and warmth expression were different between the parents. 
Outcome variables 
Externalizing and Internalizing psychopathology 
The Achenbach(1991) Youth Self-Report (YSR) was a symptom checklist filled 
out by youths between age of 11 and 18. lt was designed for establishing an empirically 
based classification system of child and adolescent psychopathology. Only the broad-
band syndrome scales of the YSR, which consisted of the Internalizing and 
Externalizing scales, was selected for this study. The Internalizing and Externalizing 
symptoms were subdivided into 5 scales, which are titled Withdrawn, Somatic 
Complaints, Anxious / Depressed, Delinquent Behavior, and Aggressive Behavior. The 
short-term test-retest reliability (1 week) of these 5 sub-scales for the combined male 
and female samples ranged from 0.65 to 0.81 whereas the intemal consistency spanned 
from O.59to 0.86 (Achenbach, 1991). 
Psychosocial maturity 
Three domains of psychosocial maturity including social acceptance, global self-
worth and self-reliance were examined. 
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a. Self-reliance 
The self-reliance sub-scale of Greenberger's Psychosocial Maturity Inventory 
I 
were employed to measure the adolescent's feeling of internal control and ability to 
make decision without extreme reliance on others (Greenberger & Sorenson，1974). 
Specifically, three-related characteristics were tapped: the absence of excessive 
dependence on others, the sense of control over one's life, and initiative. It is composed 
of 10 items with satisfactory intemal consistency (alpha = 0.76) (Greenberger & Bond， 
1976). 
b. Social acceptance 
The Social Acceptance Sub-scale from Harter's Self-perception Profile for 
Adolescents was employed to tap the degree to which the adolescent was accepted by 
peers or felt popular. The items did not measure competence directly in the sense that 
they did not refer to social skills. Rather, they tapped the degree to which one had 
friends, felt one was popular, and felt that most kids liked them. It comprised 5 items 
and its Cronbach's alpha ranged from 0.77 to 0.90 for sample varied from 8th grade to 
l l th grade (Harter, 1988). 
c. Global self-worth 
The global self-worth sub-scale of Harter‘s Self-perception Profile for 
Adolescents was employed to tap the extent to which the adolescent liked oneself as a 
person, was happy with the way leading one's life, and was generally happy with the 
way one was. Thus, it constituted a global judgment ofone's worth as a person, rather 
than domain-specific competence or adequacy, lt consisted of5 items with Cronbach's 
21 
alpha ranged from 0.85 to 0.89 for samples varied from 8th grade to 11th grade (Harter, 
1988). 
Procedure 
All sampled correctional institutions and schools had been explained of the 
purpose of the study by letters and phone contacts. Questionnaires were sent to the 
sampled schools and were distributed by teachers during classes with written 
instructions that teachers should distribute one questionnaire to each participant, keep 
the class silent when completing the questionnaires, explain to the participants about the 
confidentiality and anonymity of the research. All questionnaires were collected by the 
teachers in the class after completion. 
For the delinquent samples, the researcher had monitored the research by herself. 
This allowed the control of the testing environment and detail explanation on the 
questions ifnecessary. 
I 
一 2 2 - -
CHAPTER THREE: Results 
i 
Internal consistency of measures 
Table 4 shows the Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the inventories used in the 
study. The results for most instruments were compatible with those reported in 
previous studies. Totally five items (one each from Involvement scale, Overprotection 
scale, Interparental Inconsistency Scale, Inconsistent Autonomy Scale and 
Inconsistent Discipline Scale) were deleted to improve the overall alpha of some 
measures. The alpha coefficient of the Self-reliance scale was unsatisfactory (a=0.32 
for school sample and 0.40 for delinquent sample). Such result was similar to the 
finding in a previous local study (Chan, 1995). The results of analysis involving this 
scale shoLild therefore be interpreted with caution. 
On the whole, the internal consistency ofthe instruments were similar between the 
school and delinquent samples except that delinquent sample had less satisfactory alpha 
for the inconsistency sub-scales. 
Pearson-moment intercorrelation between the predictor variables 
Some of the parenting variables were found to be associated (see Table 5). 
Regarding the school sample. Autonomy sub-scale of Steinberg's Authoritative 
Parenting Measure was tbund to be moderately and inversely correlated (r=-0.58) with 
Overprotection Sub-scale of Parental Bonding Instrument. Parental Nurturance Scale 
was moderately and inversely correlated with the Inconsistent Warmth Scale (r = -




Intemal consistency of measures broken down by school (S) and delinquent (D) sample 
Cronbach‘s alpha Cronbach's alpha after 
deletion of problematic items 
Predictor variables: 
Buri's Parental nurturance scale 
a. Involvement subscaIe 
a. Supervision subscaIe 
a. Autonomy subscale 
b. Overprotection subscale 
c. Corporal punishment subscale 
c. Inconsistent discipline subscale 
d. Inconsistcnt warmth subscale 
d Inconsistent autonomy subscaIc 



































e. Externalizing subscale 
e. Delinquency subscale 
c. Aggression subscale 
e. Internalizing subscale 
e. Ajixious-dcprcssion subscalc 
e. Withdrawal subscalc 
c. Somatic subscalc 
f. SeU"-rcliance subscale 
g. Social AcccpUince subscale 
g. Global Self-worth subscalc 
0.87 0.88 Not applicabIc 
0.65 0.69 Not applicabIc 
0.85 0.86 Not applicable 
0.90 0.89 Not applicable 
0.89 0.84 Not applicabIc 
0.70 0.74 Not appIicablc 
().75 0.78 Not applicable 
0.32 0.40 Not applicable 
0.79 ().63 Noi applicable 
0.73 0.47 Not applicabIc 
a. Sub-scalcs from Authoritalive Parenting Measure 
b. Sub-scales from Parental Bonding Instrument 
c. Sub-scales from AJbama Parenting Questionnaire 
d. Self<onstructed scales for measuring parenting consistency 
e. Sub-scales from Youth SelfRcporl 
f. A Sub-scaIc from Psychosocial Maturity Inventory 
g. Sub-scales forni Self-pcrception Profile for Adolcsccnts 
2 4 
Authoritative Parenting Scale (r = 0.74). Inconsistent Warmth Sub-scale, Inconsistent 
Autonomy Sub-scale and Interparental Inconsistent Parenting Sub-scale were 
moderately correlated with each other, but not with the Scale ofInconsistent Discipline 
of Albama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ). 
In delinquent sample, there was again a strong and positive correlation between 
Buri's Parental Nurturance Scale and Involvement Sub-scale of Steinberg's 
Authoritative Parenting Scale (r = 0.77). Furthermore, Scales of Inconsistent 
Discipline, Inconsistent Warmth and Interparental Inconsistent Parenting were 
positively correlated with each other though the magnitude of the correlation was less 
i 
Strong (varied from 0.35 to 0.52) when compared with school sample. 
Factor analysis 
Factor analysis ofparenting items were performed. Since delinquent sample was a 
biased sample, only data from school sample were utilized to a principal-component 
analysis followed by varimax. Four factors explaining 34% of the variance emerged as 
the most interpretable solution (see Table 6). From the content ofthe items. Factors 1， 
2，3 and 4 were reasonably specified as Authoritativeness, Autonomy-granting / 






















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Basically, items were allocated to a factor when the loading was greater than 0.35. 
However, in case of similar high loading to more than one factor, items were allocated 
to the factor that they had the higher loading unless they were conceptually more 
coherent to another tactor. For example, item "Never imposing fault on the child 
unreasonably" of Parental Nurturance Scale was conceptually more coherent to 
Authoritativeness factor. So, even it had higher loading with Consistency factor, it was 
finally chosen as a component of Authoritativeness factor instead of Consistency 
factor. The item，’ Not making child regret for his school performance" of the 
Autonomy Sub-scale was problematic. Conceptually, it belonged to the Autonomy 
granting / permissiveness construct, but statistically it appeared in Consistency. This 
item however had low item-to-scale correlation (-0.20) within the Consistency factor. 
When the item was deleted from the Consistency factor, the Cronbach's' alpha value 
increased (from 0.78 to 0.82). This item was therefore dropped from the Consistency 
factor. 
Totally 35 items coming from the Supervision and Involvement Sub-scales of 
Steinberg's Authoritative Parenting measure as well as the Parental Nurturance Scale 
were emerged together. These items concerned with parents' heIpftiIness, generous and 
caring, their clear explanation given to children, the sharing of activities among parents 
and children as well as the parents' close monitoring of the children's aftairs. Given the 
sense of emotional closeness between parent and child as well as provision of parental 
guidance and supervision conveyed by these items, the factor was labeled as 
Authoritativeness. 
Totally 13 items from the Autonomy sub-scale of Steinberg's Authoritative 
Parenting measure, the Overprotection Sub-scale, the Inconsistent Disciplinary Sub-
2 8 
i 
scale, the Supervision Sub-scale and the Involvement Sub-scale were emerged together 
to form the second parenting factor. These items concerned with parental restriction on 
time for children's returning home at night, allowance as well as permissiveness for 
self-directing behaviors, parental indulgence on the children and withdrawal of 
punishment. Given the sense of autonomy granting as well as the sense of 
permissiveness conveyed by these items, the factor was therefore labeled as 
Autonomy-granting / permissiveness. 
Consistency mainly consisted o f l 3 newly constructed Consistency items coming 
from items of inconsistent warmth, inconsistent autonomy, as well as interparental 
inconsistent parenting. 
Harshness was solely composed of the three items from the Corporal Punishment 
Sub-scale. In line with previous studies, the fkctor made up of items of corporal 
punishment was renamed as Harshness. 
The Crobach‘s alpha coefficients for the Warmth，Consistency, and Autonomy 
sub-scales in the current study were 0.94，0.76，0.82 and 0.82 for school sample and 
0.94, 0.64, 0.75 and 0.77 for delinquent sample respectively. The satisfactory internal 
consistency ofthe four parenting factors in the delinquent sample supported partly the 
generalizability ofthe four factors extracted in school sample to the delinquent sample, 
(see table 7) 
2 9 一 
i 
Table 6 
Varimax-rotated factor matrix for the parenting related items ofschool sample. 
Authoritativeness Autonomy Consistency Harshness 
18.55,21.6% granting/ 3.46,4.0% 2.24,2.6% 
permissiveness 
5.00’ 5.8% 
a. Helpfulness in problem-solving 0 J 9 0.05 -0.07 0.()1 
a Forcing lo perform lhc bcsl 0.10 0.41 ().27 >0 12 
a. Assistance on study 0 ^ • ^ 04 0.07 0.16 
a. Rendering clear explanation O M 0.10 0.06 0.07 
a. Giving encouragement QJ8 0.22 0.03 -0.16 
a. Undersiandingoffriends lUO 0.11 -0.03 0 09 
a. Chatling H M 0.12 0.12 0.00 
a. Having ftins logethcr iLM 0.13 ().06 "0.06 
b. Apprccialion Ml 0.08 0.23 4).()3 
b. Perceived as important person l L H ()-14 0.07 4).26 
b. Caring OoO 0.07 0.26 ^ .28 
b. Enjoy to spend timc vvilh O H 0.17 0.09 4U1 
b. Caring and loving M l ().12 ().20 4 U 5 
b. Easy to chal with M 5 ().23 0.17 0.06 
b. Feeling comfortablc whcn togelhcr ().42 0.20 0.23 -0.26 
b. Never blaming unreasonably Q J ^ ().24 0.42 4).lH 
b. Concerning (JM "0.03 0.15 0.00 
b. Feeling closc iLM 0.15 0.14 A).05 
b. Understanding QJ6 0.18 0.29 -0.05 
b. Tmsling 0.27 0.23 -().Ot ().ll 
b. Feeling happy whcn spcnl iimc with 0 52 0.20 0.19 -0.38 
b Understanding oflhc child's personality 012 0.17 0.29 -0.12 
b. Gencrous i L l l 0.14 0.07 4).18 
b. Perceiving child as important iL49 0.12 0.26 朴26 
b. Interested in child's life cvcnts O M -0.03 0.05 ().03 
b. Never fault-finding 0 ^ 0.38 ().30 4).30 
b. Conccrning aclivcly 0 ^ U.(U 0.24 -0.23 
b. Rendering ofassisiancc 0 J 2 U.l8 0.13 -0.06 
b. Emotionally closc iLM 0.22 0.24 4 U 4 
b. Supportive 0 ^ 0.29 0.09 -0.20 
b. Considerate ( M l 0.32 0.12 ^ .09 
b. Concerning 0 36 ^ 0 27 4).2l 
30 
Tabic 6 (continued) 
AulhoriUiliveness Autonomy Consistenc)' Harshness 
18.55,21.6% granting/ 3.46,4.0% 2.24,2.6% 
permissiveness 
5.00’ 5.8% 
c.InlcrcstedinchikTswhcrcabKHUsalniglU 0.24 -0.21 -0.()8 -0.28 
c. Inlercsted in child's leisure aclivilies Q J 7 -0.18 -0.06 -0.11 
c. Interested in cliiltl*s oxmi^urriciilar activilics ().4() -0.27 -0.04 4X11 
c. Knowing child's whereabouts al night 0 ^ ^ . 11 0.02 -0.27 
c. Knowing child's leisure aclivilies OJ59 ^ . 03 4).06 >0.07 
C. Knowing child's exmi^urricular activilics 0 47 -0.14 0.10 4X14 
c. Time restriction at week day 0.21 , -0 39 -tM)6 4X14 
c. Time restriction at week cnd 0.2U ^-43 0.00 - 0.04 
d Encouragement ofvcrbal chalIengc 0.01 0.23 0.10 0.09 
d. EncouragemcnL ofpersistcnce in Jiscussion 0.12 0.25 0.23 -0.03 
d. Not making children shameful of his act 0.14 0-38 0.26 - 0.11 
d Allowance for challenge -0.14 0.29 0.18 -0.16 
d. Allowance for difTcrent opinions -O.l() 0.12 0.24 -0.17 
d. Allowancc for selfKlirection 0.31 046 0.12 - 0.14 
d. Reaction lo child's undesirable 0.31 0.34 0.31 - 0.08 
behaviour 
d. Not making child regret for school -0.16 . 0.22 0.37 0.05 
pcrformancc 
d. Permission for behaviours -0.01 H42 0.24 。0.09 
c. Prohibition of habil development - 0.31 -0.68 - 0.05 0.04 
e. Prohibition for dccision making - 0.26 - 0.66 - 0.07 0.01 
c. Prohibition for indcpendcncc - 0.14 - 0.50 -0.27 0.14 
c. lnierfcrcncc ofprivacy - 0.23 - 0.39 - 0.26 0.25 
e. Trcat as a child - 0.07 -0.34 - 0.29 0.13 
e. Prohibition for self^iircclion - 0.25 -0 5H - 0.09 0.03 
e. Making chiid dependent -0.05 -0.25 -0.32 -O.l3 
c. Pcrceiving child as dependent -().12 - 0.28 - 0.28 - 0.03 
f. Yeiling but no actual punishment 0.15 ().36 - 0.33 - 0.13 
f. No punishment upon child's persuasion 0.02 0 41 - 0.22 -0.05 , 
f. Given up conlrol -0.19 0.24 -0.34 0.21 ‘ 
f. Early withdrawal ofpunishmcnt 0.11 0.31 - 0.27 - 0.03 
f. No punishment when nccdcd - 0.04 O i l • 0.17 - 0.01 
31 
Table 6 (continued) 
Aiithorilativeness Autonomy Consistency Harshness 
18.55,21.6% granling/ 3.46,4.0% 2.24,2.6% 
permissiveness 
5.00，5.X% 
g. Failure in following promise lo care - 0.35 - 0.09 - ().49 {).lS> 
g. Care dependent on mood - 0.37 - 0.05 -OM 0.25 
g. Perceiving carc as troublesome -0.39 0.01 - 0.36 0.40 
g. No care whcn child is sad -0.38 -0.03 -().31 -0.11 
g. Sometimes caring, sometimes negIcctfiil -().15 -0.()5 - 0.52 0.14 
h Failure in following promise lo givc autonomy - 0.25 -0.36 - 0.44 0.08 
h. Given up allowance ofautonomy - 0.24 - 0.26 - 0.44 0.27 
h. Autonomy granting dependent on mood • 0.27 - 0.15 -0.51 0.21 
h. Inconsistent Trust 0.01 - 0.02 - 0.46 - 0.16 
i. Inconsistency ofautonomy granting - 0.10 - 0.13 - 0.38 -0.06 
between parents 
i. Inconsistent of sirictncss belwcen parents - 0.21 - 0.11 - 0.52 - 0.06 
i. Argument on strictncss between parents - 0.02 - 0.18 - 0.04 0.08 
i. Favorofpunishmenivs. rcinforccment - 0.07 - 0.04 - 0.45 0.24 
i. Disagreement ofdisciplinc -0.26 -0.14 - 0.34 0.28 
i. Slepping in discipline -0.08 0.03 - 0.29 0.28 
i. Onc caring, one neglcctful -0.28 0.03 -0-32 0,06 
i. Inconsistcnt oftimc spending on child - 0.15 - 0.05 - 0 41 0.12 
between parents 
j. Beating up (All body parts cxccpt face) - 0.07 - 0.20 - 0.03 ^LM 
j. Slapping on face - 0.20 -0.23 -0.08 0 J 0 
j. Beating up with tools -().13 -O.lS -0 01 Ml 
a. Involvement sub-scale from Authoritative rareniing Measure, “ “ 
b. Buri's Parental Nurtuxance Measure, 
c. Supervision sub-scale from Auihoritativc Parcniing Measure, 
d. Autonomy sub-scale from Auihoritativc Parenting Measure, 
e. Overprotection sub-scalc from Parental Bonding Instrunient, 
f. Inconsistent discipline sub-scale from Albania Parenting Questionnaire, 
g. Self<onslructed Inconsistcnt warmQi sub-scale. 
h. SeLf^onslrucled Inconsistcnt autonomy sub-scale, 
i. SelfK:onstnicted lnterparentai inconsistcnt parenting sub-scalc, 
j. Corporal punishment sub-scaIc from Albama Parenting Queslioruiaire 
The value and percentage after ihc name of the factor were the eigen value and variance accounted by 
the factor，respectively. Selected factors vverc underlined. 
Table 7 
InlcrnaI consistcncy of lhe four parenting subndimcnsions broken doNsn by samples. 
Name of lhe subnimcnsion Cronbacirs alpha 
School Delinquent 
Autlioriiaiiveness 0.94 0.94 
Autonomy granting / 
permissiveness 0.62 0.64 
Consistency 0.82 0.75 
Harslmcss 0.82 0.77 
32 
Pearson-moment Intercorrelation nf the four parenting ^<^dimensions 
Table 8 shows the Pearson correlation between Authoritativeness, Autonomy 
granting / permissiveness. Consistency and Harshness of both school and delinquent 
sample. For school sample, the four factors had mild to moderate correlation. 
Authoritativenss had positive correlation with Autonomy-granting / permissiveness and 
Consistency, but inverse correlation with Harshness. Autonomy-granting / 
permissiveness again had positive correlation with Consistency but inverse correlation 
with Harshness. The correlation between Consistency and Harshness was an inverse 
one. The correlation between Authoritativeness and Consistency was the strongest (r = 
0.62) among the four parenting dimensions. 
Similar to school sample, all correlations among the four parenting dimensions in 
delinquent sample were moderate and significant. The direction of the correlations 
between the dimensions was also the same as that of the school sample. Among the 
correlations between the four parenting dimensions, the correlations between 
Authoritativeness & Autonomy granting / permissiveness，and Harshness & Autonomy 
granting / permissiveness were the strongest (both had r = 0.51). 
Pearson-moment Intercorrelation of the outcome variables 
Regarding school sample, the magnitude ofintercorrelation between the outcome 
variables mostly varied from mild to moderate. The correlation between Internalizing 
syndrome and Externalizing syndrome was a positive and significant one (r = 0.56). The 
corrclation between Externalizing or Internalizing psychopathology and the three 




Pearson-moment intercorrelation matrix of Authoritaliveness, Autonomy granting / permissiveness. 
Consistency and Harshness of school sample and clinical sample. 
Auihoritativeness Autonomy Consistency Harshness 
granting / 
permissiveness 
Aulhoritaiivencss 1.00 0.42** 0.62** -0.35** 
(1.00) (0.51**) (0.41**) (-0.44**) 
Autonomy 0.42** 1.00 0.38** -iU5** 
granting/ (0.51**) (1.00) (0.31**) (-0.51**) 
permissiveness 
Consistency 0.62** 0.38** 1.00 -0.33** 
(0.41**) (0.31**) (1.00) (-0.43**) 
Harshness -().35** -0.35** -().33** 100 
(-0.44**) (-0.51**) (-0.43**) ( 1.00) 
* p<0.05 
»* p<0.01 ~ 
upper row (without blanket): school sampIc 
Lowcr row (with blanket): clinical samplc ‘ 
3 4 
self-worth were significant and inverse (see Table 9). A similar intercorrelation pattem 
ofoutcome variables was found in the delinquent sample. The exception was that there 
was a positive association between aggressive or delinquent behavior and social 
acceptance. Furthermore, most of the correlations among the outcome variables were 
not as strong as those of the school sample. 
Pearson-moment intercorrelatioiis of the parenting dimensions and outcome 
variables 
Table 10 presents the Pearson-moment correlations between parenting and 
outcome variables for the tvvo samples. Regarding the school sample, 
Authoritativeness was found to be inversely and significantly correlated with 
Externalizing syndrome and its sub-components namely aggressive and delinquent 
behavior (r varied from -0.25 to -0.28, p<0.01). It also had a significant inverse 
correlation with Internalizing syndrome and its sub-components Anxious / depressed 
and Withdrawn (r varied from -0.22 to -0.31，p<0.01). Its correlation with Somatic 
complaints, another sub-component of Internalizing syndrome, was however 
insignificant. Authoritativeness also had a significant correlation with Self-reliance, 
Social Acceptance and Self-worth (r varied from 0.22 to 0.39, p<0.01). 
Autonomy granting / permissiveness failed to report a significant correlation with 
Externalizing syndrome and all of its sub-components in school sample. Among the 
Internalizing syndrome. Autonomy granting / permissiveness only had a mild 
correlation with Somatic complaints significantly (r=0.09, p<0.05). Autonomy granting 
/ permissiveness had a mild but significant correlation with all three measures of 
psychosocial maturity (r varied from 0.11 to 0.15，p<0.05). 
35 
Consistency had an inverse correlation with Externalizing syndrome and all ofits 
sub-components (r varied from -0.25 to -0.28，p<0.01). Consistency had a similarly 
significant correlation with Internalizing syndrome and its sub-component Withdrawn, 
Anxious / depressed (r varied from -0.22 to -0.24, p<0.01), and Somatic complaints (r = 
-0.10，p<0.05). Consistency also had a significant relationship with Self-reliance, Social 
Acceptance and Self-worth (r varied from 0.23 to 0.28, p<0.01). 
Harshness was significantly correlated with Externalizing syndrome and its sub-
components namely Aggressive and Delinquent behavior (r varied from 0.15 to 0.18, 
p<0.01) in school sample. It had mild but significant correlation with Internalizing 
syndrome and its sub-component Anxious / depressed (r varied from 0.12 to 0.16， 
p<0.01). However, its correlation with other sub-components of Internalizing 
syndrome, namely Somatic and Withdrawn, was insignificant. The correlations between 
Harshness and all three measures ofPsychosociaI maturity vvere significant and inverse 
(r varied from -0.10 to -0.16，p<0.05). 
Similar to school sample, Authoritativeness had a significant correlation with 
Externalizing syndrome. Internalizing syndrome, their sub-components and all three 
measures of psychosocial maturity in delinquent sample. Autonomy granting / 
permissiveness in delinquent sample had a significant inverse correlation with 
Externalizing syndrome and its sub-components Aggressive behavior and Delinquent 
behavior (r varied from -0.19 to -0.21，p<0.05). Such a relationship had not been 
established in school sample. Autonomy granting / pemiissiveness however failed to 
form any significant correlation with Internalizing, its sub-components and all three 
measures of Psychosocial Maturity. In delinquent sample. Consistency had a stronger 
correlation with Externalizing syndrome and its sub-components (r varied from -0.34 to 
36 
-0.38, p<0.01) when compared with the mild correlation at school sample. However, in 
delinquent sample Consistency failed to form any significant correlation with 
Internalizing syndrome, its sub-components and three measures of psychosocial 
maturity, which had been found in the school sample. Finally, the significant correlation 
between Harshness and Internalizing syndrome, its sub-component Anxious / depressed 
and three measures of psychosocial maturity in school sample were failed to be 
































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Multiple regression analysis 
A series of multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine the relative 
strengths of the four factors in predicting a particular outcome variable. In the first 
series of analyses，a stepwise procedure was used. All four factors were force-entered 
into the regression equation. The significant level for variables' entry into regression 
equation was specified at 0.05 (see Table 11 & 12). 
With respect to the school sample, Authoritativeness had been the strongest 
predictor ofExternalizing syndrome and its sub-components Delinquent behavior (P = 
-0.19 to -0.17，p<0.01). It was also the factor with the second strongest magnitude in 
predicting Aggressive behavior (P = -0.15，p<0.01). It had been the strongest predictor 
of Internalizing syndrome (p = -0.23，p<0.01). Authoritativeness was the only 
significant predictor of Anxious-depressed (P = -0.31, p<0.01), accounting for 10% of 
the variance alone. Authoritativeness was the second strongest predictor ofWithdrawn 
(p = 0.13, p<0.01). Though it had a significant correlation with Self-reliance, it failed to 
regress on Self-reliance when there were other predictors in the regression equation. 
Authoritativeness was the strongest predictor of Social acceptance among the four 
parenting dimensions (p = 0.22, p<0.01) and it was even the only significant predictor 
ofGlobal self-worth (p = 0.38，p<O.Ol). 
Autonomy-granting / permissiveness regressed on Externalizing syndrome and its 
sub-component Delinquent behavior as the third significant predictor (p = 0.13 and 0.15 
respectively, p<O.Ol) It also regressed significantly on Internalizing syndrome (P = 
0.13, p<0.05). Autonomy-granting / permissiveness was one of the two strongest 
predictor of Somatic complaints (p = 0.17, p<0.01). However, it was not a significant 
4 1 
predictor of all three measures of psychosocial maturity even though its correlation with 
these indices were significant. 
Similar to Authoritativeness, Consistency was one of the two strongest predictors 
of Externalizing syndrome and Delinquent behavior (P = -0.19 to -0.17 respectively, 
p<0.01). Its predictive power for Aggressive behavior was the strongest among the four 
parenting dimensions (p = -0.16，p<0.01). It regressed significantly on Internalizing 
syndrome, its sub-component Withdrawn and Somatic (P varied from -0.13 to -0.19， 
p<0.05), with the predictiveness on Withdrawn as the strongest among the four 
parenting dimensions. Its predictive power was the strongest and the second strongest 
for Self-reliance and Social acceptance respectively (P = 0.17 and 0.27 respectively, 
p<0.01). Consistency failed to predict Global self-worth even though the correlation 
between Consistency and Global self-worth was a significant one. 
Harshness only predicted Externalizing syndrome and its sub-component 
Delinquent behavior (p varied from 0.10 to 0.12，p<0.05) and the magnitude of its 
predictiveness was the weakest among the four parenting dimensions. It failed to 
regress on any other outcome variables. 
The impact of the different parenting practices was more distinguishable in 
delinquent sample (see table 12). Unlike the generalized impact on outcome variables 
established in school sample, lhe predictive power ofConsistency in delinquent sample 
was much more specific. Consistency was the most significant predictor for 
ExtemaIizing syndrome and its sub-components Aggressive behavior and Delinquent 
behavior (P varied from -0.28 to -0.38，p<0.01). Consistency alone accounted for 14% 
and 12% of the variance of Externalizing syndrome and it sub-component Aggressive 
behavior respectively. Similar to school sample, Authoritativeness in delinquent sample 
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ATP: Autonomy granting / permissiveness 
C: Consistency 
H: Harshness 
0.34 0.12 15.48** 
().2S 0.()H 20.15** 
0.33 ().lI 13.90** 
0.29 0.09 I4.63** 
0.31 0.10 49.78** 
0.25 0.06 15.75** 
0.20 0.04 9.02** 
0.27 0.07 34.87** 
0.30 0.09 22.92** 
0.38 0.15 79.13** 
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had a generalized impact on all outcome variables. However, Authoritativeness' impact 
was more dominating in delinquent sample. Authoritativeness was the only significant 
predictor of Internalizing syndrome. Anxious / Depressed, Withdrawn (P varied from 
-0.18 to -0.27，p<0.05), as well as all psychosocial maturity indices namely Social 
Acceptance and Global Self-worth (P varied from 0.18 to 0.19, p<0.05). It also played 
a minor but significant role in predicting Delinquent behavior (p = -0.17, p<0.05). 
Autonomy-granting / permissiveness and Harshness did not regress on any outcome 
variables as demonstrated in school sample. 
Unique contribution of parenting factors on outcome variables 
Since empirical studies proved that many demographic variables like sex, age, 
family background etc. played a significant role in predicting psychopathology (e.g. 
Rutter, 1985), a second series of hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to 
.examine the unique contribution ofparenting factors after partialIing out the variance of 
accounted by demographic variables. The demographic variables being entered as the 
first block included the sex, education and age of the participants, as well as the 
participants' family variables including financial state, type of housing and parental 
conditions (i.e. whether the respondents were living with natural parents, step-parents 
or single parent), the education and career type of the parents, together with the number 
of siblings in the family. -
After partialIing out the impact of demographic variables, parenting dimensions 
were still significant predictors of psychopathology and psychosocial maturity (see 
Table 13 and 14). With respect to school sample, Authoritativeness remained to be a 
significant predictor of Externalizing syndrome and its sub-component Delinquent 
behavior (P = -0.13，p<0.05). After controlling the demographic variables, 
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Authoritativeness still predicted Internalizing syndrome and its sub-component 
Anxious-depressed (P varied from -0.16to -0.23, p<O.Ol). Authoritativeness continued 
to be the only significant predictor of Anxious-depressed, accounting for 10% of the 
variance. Even after partialling out the effect of demographic variables, 
Authoritativeness was still the sole predictor ofSociaI acceptance and Global self-worth 
(p were 0.20 and 0.37 respectively, p<0.01). Autonomy-granting / permissiveness's 
predictive value for Delinquent behavior (P = 0.14，p<0.01) remained to be significant 
but not for ExtemaIizing syndrome. With the controlled demographic variables. 
Autonomy granting / permissiveness was still a significant predictor of Somatic 
complaints (p = 0.12, p<0.01). Consistency still predicted Externalizing syndrome and 
its sub-components Aggressive behavior and Delinquent behavior significantly (3 
varied from -0.20 to -0.22，p<0.05). Its predictive value on Internalizing syndrome and 
its sub-component Withdrawn still remained (p varied from -0.13 to -0.20, p<0.01)but 
its predictive value on Somatic shown in multiple regression was partialled out by 
• 
demographic variables. After controlling the demographic variables. Consistency was 
the only significant predictor of Self-reliance (P = 0.15, p<0 .01), producing about 8% of 
the variance. Finally, Harshness still regressed significantly on ExtemaIizing syndrome 
and its sub-component Delinquent behavior (p = 0.09 and O.lOrespectively, P<0.05) in 
hierarchical regression. 
Similar to school sample. Consistency in delinquent sample continued to predict 
ExtemaIizing syndrome and its sub-components Aggressive and Delinquent behavior (P 
varied from -0.20 to -0.26，p<0.05). However, compared with school sample, the 
impact of Consistency in delinquent sample was a more dominating one. Except for 
Consistency, no other parenting practices regressed significantly on ExtemaIizing 
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syndrome and its sub-components after partialIing out the impact of demographic 
variables. In delinquent sample, the predictive value of Authoritativeness on 
Internalizing syndrome and its sub-component Anxious-depressed was partialled out by 
the demographic variables. Contrary to the generalized predictive power of 
Authoritativeness demonstrated in school sample, Authoritativeness in the hierarchical 
regression of delinquent sample only predicted Withdrawn (p = -0.27, p<0.05) and 
Global Self-worth (P = 0.25, p<0.05). Unlike school sample, Autonomy granting / 
permissiveness did not predict Somatic complaints significantly after partialIing out the 
impact of demographic variables. 
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A/P c H 
R'change 
~ R ^ “ 
Externalizing •0.13* - 4).22* ().09* 0.10** (U5** 
Aggressive behaviour - - -0.20 - ()M** O.l3** 
Delinquent behaviour 4).13* 0.14** "0.2l** 0.10* 0.09** O.l5** 
Internalizing 4). l6** - -0.13* - 0 . 0 7 " 0.18** 
AnxiousKlepressed ^ ,23** - - - 0.10** 0 . l8** 
Withdrawn - • ^ . 2 0 * * - 0.06*^ 0.14** 
Somalic - 0.14** - - 0.()3** 0.12** 
Self-reliance - - O.l5* - 0.08** 0.10** 
Social acceptance 0 . 2 0 " • - - 0.10** 0.11** 
Global self worlh 0.37** - - - l).l7** 0.2l** 
• p<0.()5 A; Authoritativcness C: Consistency 
* • p<O.Ol Ay^ P: Autonomy granting / pennissiveness H: Harslmess 
Note: ln hierarchical regression analysis, all sociondemographic data were entered as a block in the 
first step, followed in the second step by the four factors; the R? changes thus referred to the 
changes produced by ihe entry of the four predictors to the regression equations. 
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changes produccd by the entry of the four predictors to the regression equations. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: Discussion 
The current study examined the dimensions of parenting in two main steps. 
Firstly, the separability of aspects of parenting was explored by correlation and factor 
analysis, and secondly, the separability of parenting dimensions was validated by the 
differential linkage between a particular parenting practice and adolescent 
psychopathology or psychosocial maturity. 
The four dimensions of parenting 
Correlation between the employed instruments for assessing parenting behaviors 
hinted how the parenting practices associated together to form a factor of parenting. 
For example, overprotection items associated with autonomy granting items, whereas 
inconsistent parenting in different aspects also associated together. By employing 
factor analysis, four dimensions of parenting practices, namely Authoritativeness, 
Autonomy-granting / permissiveness. Consistency, and Harshness, were found in the 
current study. This finding was different from Maccoby and Martin's (1983) two-factor 
model (consisted of the dimensions of responsiveness and demandingness) and 
Steinberg's (1990) three-factor model (consisted of the dimensions of involvement, 
supervision and autonomy granting). 
In the current study, the items from the Involvement sub-scale. Supervision sub-
scale as well as the Parental Nurturance scale associated together to form the factor -
Authoritativeness. In Steinberg's parenting typology, authoritative parenting style was 
characterized by high involvement / warmth and high supemsion / control. According 
to the coercion model, direct parental controls were likely to be positively related to 
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relational and indirect controls such as parental warmth and involvement (LarzeIere & 
Patterson, 1990). This was perhaps particularly true in the Chinese culture. Supervision 
was not separable from involvement in the Chinese society. Instead, the two constructs 
'i 
were going hand in hand together. That is，when CH^nese parents were warm towards 
their children and involved more often with their children, they were also more likely to 
give guidance and supervision to their children. 
The current study confirmed Steinberg's (1990) proposal that autonomy granting 
was a distinctive and important aspect of parenting. However, it was suspected that the 
items of autonomy-granting was instead perceived by the respondents, who were all 
Chinese adolescents, as lack of control. Obviously, superficially similar parental 
behavior carried different meanings once the construct was transposed from one culture 
to another culture. Under the influence of the Confijcian principles, Chinese parents 
had a high sense ofresponsibility in training up the moral sense of their children through 
the process of behavioral restriction and supervisions. Therefore, Chinese were 
significantly higher than the European-Aniericans on the standard measures for parental 
control (Chao, 1994). Besides, according to Lieh-Mak, Chung & Liu (1983), Chinese 
parents never perceived dependency behaviors as problematic, and according to Wu 
(1985), Chinese parents even tended to maintain the children's filial piety by 
encouraging dependency. Given the popular parental employment ofcontroI as well as 
the unpopular parental granting of autonomy in Chinese culture, the opportunity for 
independence and individualization was likely to be perceived as lack ofcontrol or even 
as permissiveness, which eventually associated with delinquency, but not with 
enhancement ofpsychosocial maturity especially self-reliance as Steinberg predicted. 
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Consistency and Harshness were specific parenting practices that had been 
proposed by many researches (e.g. Holmes & Robin，1987; Frank, 1983; Feehan, 
McGee, Staton & Silva, 1991). Current study confirmed that Consistency and 
Harshness were important dimensions of parenting with the former being a new 
construct proposed by researchers in recent years. However, the main focus of the 
previous studies was on consistency of discipline (e.g. Frank, 1983; Frick, 1991). In the 
current study, the author proved that consistency involved more than the aspect of 
discipline. Instead, expression of warmth, granting of autonomy as well as interparental 
integrity were also important aspects of parenting consistency. 
All the four factors had a satisfactory eigen value and a reasonable internal 
consistency, as well as contributed significantly on the percentage of variance. 
Consistent with empirical findings by Darling & Steinberg in 1993, the moderate 
correlation between the parenting practices suggested that they were not entirely 
independent. For example, the decrease in Consistency was likely to be associated with 
increase in Harshness. In other words, they were distinguishable constructs, but they 
shared certain degree of association with each other. 
Impact of each parenting factor on child development 
Apart from the emergence of separate factors in a factor analysis, the seperability 
ofa parenting factor can also be cross-examined by its relationship with various indices 
ofchild development, that is, psychopathology and psychosocial maturity, in the present 
study. For example, Steinberg (1990) proposed a specificity between various parenting 
practices and child development; he suggested that Authoritativeness primarily 
facilitated the development of positive self-image and social skills, psychosocial 
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autonomy granting mainly facilitated the development of responsibility and 
competence, while behavioral control chiefly contributed to the development ofimpulse 
control and deterrence of deviance. In the second part of this study, the relationship 
between the parenting practices and the outcome variables was examined in detail. 
a. A iithoritcitiveness 
In the present study, Authoritativeness was found to have a generalized impact 
on internalizing problems, externalizing problems and psychosocial maturity. It 
associated with lowered internalizing and externalizing problems as well as higher 
psychosocial maturity. Authoritativeness had the strongest predictive power on 
anxious-depressed, particularly in school sample and on Global Self-worth in both 
school and delinquent samples. These results were understandable as Authoritativeness 
composed of two important parenting behavior, namely warmth and control, with 
previous studies already confirmed the correspondent positive impacts of such two 
parenting behaviors. Thus, given the high parental warmth and high parental 
supervision, it was natural that Authoritativeness had a generalized positive impact on 
child development. Such a finding implied that Authoritativeness was a very significant 
parenting dimension, at least in the Chinese society where the current study took place. 
b. Auionomy-grcifUing ^ permissiveness 
In both school and delinquent sample，Autonomy had a mild impact on 
internalizing and externalizing problems. When the demographic variables were 
controlled. Autonomy contributed significantly on Delinquent behavior. It however did 
not regress on psychosocial maturity as Steinberg (1990) predicted. Thus, it was 
doubtflil whether Autonomy granting was an applicable parenting construct in Chinese 
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culture. Autonomy granting's mild relationship with delinquency perhaps revealed that 
it was instead perceived as permissiveness. Previous studies had already confirmed that 
lack of parental control or permissiveness left the adolescents vulnerable to the negative 
influence of delinquency. Either through limit testing with parents' behavioral tolerance 
or through heightened sensitivity to peer pressure, autonomous youth were tempted to 
participate in some types of delinquent activities (Lambom & Steinberg, 1993). 
c. Consistency 
In school sample. Consistency had a generalized impact on externalizing and its 
sub-components aggressive behavior and delinquent behavior, internalizing and its 
sub-components withdrawn and somatic complaints, as well as indices of psychosocial 
maturity namely self-reliance and social acceptance. Such a result confirmed empirical 
research findings, including the association ofinconsistency of parenting with increased 
adolescent's behavioral problem (Feehan, McGee, Stanton & Silva, 1991), global 
distress and classroom grades (Wentzed, FeIdman & Weinberger,1991), on seIf-
acceptance and self-esteem (Coppersmith, 1967). 
In school sample. Consistency was a very significant predictor of Aggressive 
behavior and Withdrawn. Two hypothesized pathways could explain such a result. At 
one pathway, the inconsistent parenting triggered the children's aggressive behavior to 
challenge the limit. According to Shaw and Bell (1993), if the parent was not alert in 
inhibiting aggression at its early stage of manifestation, or did so in an inconsistent 
manner, it may evolve into a power struggle, and aggression would be rewarded 
inadvertently. At another pathway, inconsistent parenting trapped the children in a 
helpless state. They either withdrew or aggressively ventilated their negative feeling. 
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In school sample. Consistency predicted self-reliance significantly. The increase in 
parental consistency was followed by the increase in self-reliance. It was speculated that 
growing up in a consistent child-rearing environment, adolescents perceived the 
surroundings as sensible and logical. This in turn gave them a sense ofsecurity towards 
the environment and facilitated them to function independently. As a result, their sense 
of self-reliance was also raised. 
Consistency was the only significant predictor of externalizing problems in 
delinquent sample. Perhaps when adolescents exhibited behavioral problems, it was the 
consistency of parenting that motivated adolescents to challenge the authority of the 
parents through manifesting severe forms ofbehavioral problems. 
d. Harshness 
In school sample. Harshness had a mild impact on externalizing and its sub-
component delinquent behavior in school sample, and even had no impact at all on 
delinquent sample. It deemed that Harshness was not a good parenting factor for 
differentiating children with psychopathology. Perhaps in Chinese culture corporal 
punishment was a common practices of parental control. The high frequency of such 
parenting practice had soften the shock impact ofbeing hit. As a result. Harshness was 
relatively insignificant in Chinese culture when compared with other aspect ofparenting 
behavior. 
f 
How separable each dimension of parenting was 
From the factor analysis, the four dimensions of parenting were found to be 
distinguishable from each others, in terms of their low double item loading rate, 
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reasonable internal consistency and satisfactory eigen values. However, in the 
regression analysis, the relationship between dimensions of parenting and indices of 
child development was not as Steinberg predicted, that is, a one to one relationship did 
not exist. On the whole, only the impacts of Authoritativeness and Consistency were 
prominent. Besides, their impacts were a generalized one. Such a finding in fact 
supported the literature review showing that aspects of parenting, for example, warmth, 
control or autonomy-granting, etc. had a generalized impact on child development. The 
generalized effect of parenting perhaps contributed to the moderate and even high 
comorbidity between externalizing and internalizing psychopathology. 
Many researchers emphasized the significant impact of socioeconomic 
background on child development (e.g. Rutter, 1985; Farrington, 1978). Being 
consistent with the finding of empirical studies, the current research also found that 
adolescents with known history ofbehavioral problems were more likely to come from 
disadvantaged family, for example, with single parents, more siblings, family financial 
problems, etc. However, it was found that parenting had its unique contribution to the 
prediction of adolescent's psychopathology and psychosocial maturity beyond that of 
psychosocial adversity. Even when the contribution of psychosocial adversity was 
partialled out, the specific link between dimensions of parenting and a particular aspect 
of psychopathology or psychosocial maturity remained, implying that the impact of 
parenting was not subsumed by psychosocial adversity. 
Obviously, the moderate correlation between the parenting practices suggested 
that they were not entirely independent. Their correlations were likely to make the 
predictive value of a specific parenting dimension on psychopathology or psychosocial 
maturity measures spurious. However, the significant predictive values of more than 
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one parenting dimensions on Internalizing syndrome and Externalizing syndrome, 
revealed that the impact of one parenting dimension was not subsumed by other 
dimensions. This in tum proved that the parenting dimensions were separable. 
While difference in result between the two samples was expected, main theme was 
found to be emergent from the two samples. For example, Authoritativeness associated 
with lowered Internalizing problems and positive self-worth whereas Consistency 
associated with Externalizing problems. This implied that the relationship between 
parenting behaviors and psychopathology was on the whole universal in adolescents 
with different background. 
To conclude, parenting dimensions were separable but related with one another to 
a certain degree. They had a general impact on adolescents' psychopathology and 
psychosocial maturity. The unique contribution of parenting was on and above of that 
of psychosocial adversity. The impact of parenting behaviors on psychopathology 
emergent in both school and delinquent sample. 
impact on poiicv making 
The current study gives an important direction for professions and schools in 
educating parents the appropriate parenting methods. In view of the generalized 
positive impact of Authoritativeness, parental warmth and supervision should be 
promoted. Because ofthe Chinese's unfamiliarity of expressing love explicitly as well as 
the popularity of dual-career parents in Hong Kong, provision of affection and 
supervision is sometimes neglected by parents. Thus, parents should leam to express 
warmth and exercise supervision appropriately to facilitate the smooth development of 
their children. Besides, consistency in parenting at all aspects, that is, warmth, 
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autonomy granting, control, as well as interparental consistency in parenting should be 
emphasized to reduce the children's distress and delinquent tendency. 
Limitations and research directions 
In this study, the focus is on perceived parenting practices. Adolescents' self-
report has been employed, with the limitation that the results were confounded by social 
desirability. There is supported notion that it is the perceived parenting practice rather 
than the actual parenting practice significantly affecting children's behavior and mood 
state CNuttalI & Nuttall, 1976). Nonetheless, there is always controversy about the best 
way to measure parenting behavior. Regarding the weakness of the self-report 
approach, direct observations of parent-child relationships or reports from parents can 
be considered as alternate way for data collection. 
The four factors only accounted for 34% of the variance. Such a low variance 
revealed that more parenting behaviors has to be included in the analysis so as to 
increase the comprehensiveness of the study. In fact, exploration of more parenting 
practices can further enrich the examination of the issue of specificity. Patterson's 
parental coercion and Minuchin's parent-child enmeshment were examples ofimportant 
parenting constructs. Besides, inducement of shame may also be another significant 
aspect of parenting to be considered in Chinese culture. 
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Appendix 




Research on Pnrenting and Adolescent behaviors 
This research aims at understanding adolescent behaviors and parent-child 
relationship. The questionnaire is designed and analyzed by student from the program 
ofMaster ofClinical Psychology / The Chinese University ofHong Kong. Information 
given will be kept strictly confidential. 
The contents of the questionnaire are mainly composed of three parts, with 
totally 12 pages. Please read the questions caretblly, choose or write down appropriate 
answers. 
Thanks for your valuable information. 
A. Do you agree that the following sentences are appropriate for describ 
parents? 
1: Strongly agree 3: Disagree somewhat 
2: Agree somewhat 、4: Strongly disagree 
1 
» 
1 can count my parents to help me out, i f I have some kind of 
problem. 
M y parents say that you shouldn't argue with adults. 
M y parents keep pushing me to do my best in whatever I do. 
M y parents keep pushing me to do my best in whatever I do. 
M y parents keep pushing me to think independently. 








7. My parents help me with my schoolwork i f there is something 
I don't understand. 
8. M y parents tell me that their ideas are correct and that I should 
not question them. 
9. When my parents want me to do something, they explain why. 
10. Whenever 1 argue with my parents, they say things like, "You' l l 
know when you grow up. 
11. When I get a poor grade in school, my parents encourage me 
to try harder. 
12. M y parents let me make my own plans for things I want to do. 
13. M y parents know who my friends are. 
14. My parents act cold and unfriendly i f I do something they 
don't like. 
15. My parents spend timejust talking with me. 
16. When I get a poor grade in school, my parents make me feel 
guilty. 
17. M y family does things fun together. 
18. M y parents don't let me do things with them when 1 do something 










Please answer the next set of questions about the parents (or guardians) you live with. 
I f you spend time in more than one home, answer the questions about the parents (or 























 • • • 
19. Parents let me do those things 1 like doing. 
20. Parents like me to make my own decisions. 
21. Parents do not want me to grow up. 
22. Parents try to control everything I do. 
23. Parents invade my privacy. 
24. Parents tend to baby me. 
25. Parents let me decide things for myself. 
26. Parents try to make me dependent on them. 
27. Parents feel I can not look after myself unless they were around. 
28. Parents give me as much freedom as I want. 
29. Parents let me go out as often as I want. 
30. Parents are overprotective of me. 
31. Parents let me dress in any way 1 please. 
32. Parents threaten to punish me and then do not actually punish 
you. 
33. Parents talk my parents out ofbeing punished after I have 
done something wrong. 
34. Parents might feel that getting me to obey them is more trouble 
than it's worth. 
35. Parents let you out of a punishment early. 
36. I am not punishment when I have done something wrong. 
37. The punishment you receive depends on my parent's mood. 
38. Parents spank you with his or her hand when 1 have done something 
wrong. 
39. Parents slap me when I have done something wrong. 
40. Parents hit me with a belt, switch, or other object when I have done 
something wrong. 
41. Parents say they will care about me more, but they have not perform 
so. 
42. Parents' care for me mainly depends on their mood. 
43. Parents give up to care about me because they find it troublesome. 
3 
• • • • • • 

















44. Sometimes when I am sad, parents do not care about me. D 口 口 0 
45. Parents sometimes care about me but sometimes neglect me. LJ LJ LJ L_ 
46. Parents claim to give me more autonomy, but they do not perform 
k f-^ p •， ^― 
as what they claim. LJ LJ LJ L_ 
47. When parents prepare to stop me to do something, I can persuade 
them to give up. LJ U LJ LJ 
48. Parents give up granting me autonomy because they find it 
troublesome. 口 • • 口 
49. Parents grant me autonomy according to their mood. • • • • 
50. Parents sometimes are very confident of me, but sometimes are very 
nervous about me. • • • 口 
51. Parents seldom days nice things about me. • 口 口 [ 
52. I am an important person in my parents' eyes. • 口 口 • 
53. My parents often act as if they don't care about me. 口 • • 口 
54. Parents enjoy spending time with me. • 口 • • 
55. Parents express her warmth and affection for me. 口 口 口 口 
56. Parents are easy for me to talk to. • • • • 
57. I ani tense and uneasy when my parents and I are together. • 口 口 口 
58. I feel that my parents find fault with me more often than I deserve. • • 口 口 
59. My parents take,an active interest in my affairs. • • • 口 
60. I feel very close to my parents. 口 口 • • 
61. Parents do not understand me. • • 口 匚 
62. Parents believe in me. 口 • 口 口 
63. I don't feel that my parents enjoy being with me. 口 口 • 口 
64. My parents doesn't really know what kind of person I am. • • • • 
65. Parent are warm and caring individuals. 口 口 • [ 
66. Parents do not feel that I am important and interesting. • 口 口 • 
67. Parents are very interested in those things that concem me. • • • C 
68. Parents are often critical of me and nothing 1 do seems to 
please them. • 口 口 [ 
69. Parents seldom show me any affection. d • • • 
70. Parents console me and help me when I am unhappy or in trouble. D D D 口 
71. Parents are generally cold and removed when I am with them. • • • • 
_ -'‘ - • ~ '- -
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72. Parents give me a lot of affirmation. • 口 口 匚 
73. My parents are very understanding and sympathetic. 口 口 D C 
74. Parents do not really care much what happen to me. • 口 口 匚 
75. Parents have different attitude in supervising me; one party is strict 
while another party is lenient. U LJ U LJ 
76. Parents grant me different degree of autonomy; one party gives me a 
lot of opportunities to independent while another one command me 
to report to them on everything. • 0 • [ 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 「 
77. Parents were confident of me at the same degree. LJ LJ L_i L_J 
78. Parents were not care about me in the same degree; one party 
understand and love me’ another party always neglect me. • • 口 口 
79. Parents never argue on the way in supervising me (e.g. method of 
punishment, restriction on going out at night, etc.). D C3 口 C 
80. Parents views my importance differently; one party play and chat 
with me actively while another party spend little time on me. • • • • 
81. Parents supervise me in different ways; one party always use 
punishment while another party always use reinforcement. 口 • • C 
82. Parents have different opinions on tlie way in supervising me. 口 口 口 [ 
83. When a parent supervise me, another parent steps in and proposes 
an opposing opinion. • 口 口 口 
_ • -.、、.一 •- -
B 
1. In a typical school day (Monday to Thursday), what is the latest you can stay out? 
] b e f o r e 7:00 p.m. 
before 9:00 p.m. 
before 12:00 a.m. 
as late as I want 
2. In a typical Friday or Saturday night, what is the latest you can stay out? 
• before 7:00 p.m. 
before 9:00 p.m. 
before 12:00 a.m. 
as late as I want 
How much do your parents try to know? 
3. Where you go at night? 
4. What you do with your free time? 
5. Where you are after school? 






How much do your parents really know' 
6. Where you go at night? 
7. What you do with your free time? 





Try a little Don't try 
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Section Two 
A. How accurate are the following sentences describing your mood and behavior is the 
past six months? 
Very acciiralu Qiiitc accuratc Not accurate al a!! 
01. I don't feel guilty after doing something I 
shouldn't 口 口 [ 
02. I hang around with kids who get in trouble • 口 口 
03. I l ie or cheat • 口 [ 
04. I would rather be with younger kids than 
with kids my own age • 口 [ 
05. I run away from home • 口 [ 
06. I set fires ~ • • [ 
07.1 steal at home 口 口 口 
08.1 steal from places other than home • 口 [ 
09. I swear or use dirty language 口 口 [ 
10. I cut classes or skip school 口 口 [ 
11. 1 use alcohol or drugs for nonmedical 
purposes (describe): 口 • 口 
12. I argue a lot 口 口 [ 
l3 . Ibrag • • [ 
14. I am mean to others LI LJ L_ 
15. I try to get a lot of attention 口 口 口 
16. I destroy my own things 口 口 口 
• • — >•!•- • p—一 
17. I destroy things belonging to others U U L 
18. I disobey at school 0 • d 
19. 1 am jealous of others 口 口 L_ 
20. I get in many fights U L j L_ 
21. I physically attack people 口 口 口 
22. I scream a lot 口 口 [ 
23. 1 show off or clown 口 . • [ 
24. I am stubborn 口 • 口 
25. My moods or feelings change suddenly • • 口 
26. I talk too much 口 [ [ 
27. I tease others a lot 口 L [ 
28. I have a hot temper 口 口 [ 
29. I threaten to hurt people — • • • 
— .' .，’一 ， -
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Very accurate Quile accurate Not accurate at all 
30.1 am louder than other kids 口 口 [ 
31.1 would rather be alone than with others • 口 [ 
32.1 refiise to talk • 口 口 
33. I am secretive or keep things to myself • • [ 
34. I am shy • • 口 
35.1 don't have much energy 口 口 [ 
36. I keep from getting involved with others • • • 
37. I am unhappy, sad, or depressed • • • 
38. I feel dizzy • • C 
39. 1 feel overtired • • [ 
40. Physical problems without known medical 
cause: 
a. Aches or pains (not headaches) D 口 • 
b. Headaches 口 • 口 
c. Nausea, feel sick 口 口 • 
d. Problems with eyes (describe): D D [ 
e. Rashes or other skin problems D 口 • 
f. Stomachaches or cramps • U [ 
g. Vomiting，throwing up • 口 [ 
h. Other (describe): • • • 
41.Ifeel lonely • • [ 
42. I cry a lot • • • 
43. 1 deliberately try to hurt or kill myself • 口 口 
45. I feel that I have to be perfect • • [ 
46.1 feel that no one loves me D • [ 
47. I feel that others are out to get me • • [ 
48. I feel worthless or inferior • D • 
49. 1 am nervous or tense 口 • 口 
50.1 am too fearful or anxious 口 • 口 
51. I feel too guilty 口 . 口 口 
52. I am self-conscious or easily embarrassed 口 • • 
53. I am suspicious 口 口 [ 
54. I think about killing myself • LJ [ 
55. I worry a lot 口 口 [ 
• 9 
B. Please specify the degree ofaccuracy of the following statement in describing your 
behavior. 
Very Nol Veiy not 
Accurate Accurate Accurate Accurate 
1. I fyou haven't been chosen as the leader, • 口 口 匚 
you shouldn't suggest how things should be 
done. 
2. In a group I prefer to let other people make • • 口 口 
the decisions. ‘ 
3. You can't be expected to make a success of • 口 • [ 
yourselfif you had a bad childhood. 
4. When things have gone wrong for me, it is • • 口 [ 
usually because ofsomething I couldn't do 
anything about. 
5. Luck decides most things that happen to • • • • 
me. 
6. The main reason I'm not more successfijI is D • 口 口 
that 1 have bad luck. 
7. When things go well for me，it is usually not • • 口 [ 
because of anything 1 myself actually did. 
I |-' 'i r- • y I 
8. I feel very uncomfortable i f I disagree with U LJ U L 
what my friends think. 
9. It is best to agree with others, rather than • • 口 口 
say what you really think, if it will keep 
peace. 
10. I don't know whether I like a new outfit • • • 口 
until I find out what my friends think. 
I 
10 
C. The following statements represent the self-image of two different groups of 
adolescents. Please read each statement carefully. Firstly you should decide which 
group of adolescents have self-image more similar to you，then you should choose 
the 
degree of similarity (Attention: only one statement could be chosen at each 
question). 
Really Sort of Sort of Really 
True Tuie Tnie True 
for Me lbr me for Mc for me 
1. • • Some teenagers find it But For other teenagers it's • [ 
hard to make friends pretty easy . 
2. • • Some teenagers have a But Other teenagers don't • D 
lot have very many friends, 
of friends 
3. • • Some teenagers are very But Other teenagers are • [ 
hard to like really casy to like. 
4. • • Some teenagers are But Other teenagers are not • [ 
popular with others their very popular, 
age 
5. D • Some teenagers feel that But Other teenagers wished • • 
they are socially accepted that more people their 
age accepted them. 
6. D • Some teenagers are often But other teenagers are • [ 
disappointed with them- pretty pleased with 
selves. themselves. 
7. • • Some teenagers don't But Other teenagers do like D • 
like the way they are the way they are leading 
leading their life. their life. 
8. 0 • Some teenagers are But Other teenagers are • 匚 
happy with themselves often not happy with 
most of the time. themselves. 
9. • • Some teenagers like the But Other teenagers often • • 
kind of person they are. wish they were someone 
else. 
1 0 O • Some teenagers are very But Other teenagers wish • • 
happy being the way they they were difFerent 
are - 、一 
i l 
Section Three: Personal information 
Please give a ^ in the correspondent • and fill in required information in the 
blank. 
1. Sex: • Male • Female 
2. Age: 
I 
3. Your educational attainment is: • primary • secondary 
4. Number of siblings: 
a. elder brother b. younger brother 
c. elder sister d. younger sister 
Total number of siblings (not including yourself)： ：__ 
5. As far as you know, does your family have come across any financial difficulty in 
the past twelve months? 
] Y e s — Have your family received Comprehensive Social Security 
Assistance during the past twelve months^ 
• No 
6. The type ofhousing currently living in: 
] P u b l i c housing • Home ownership housing • Privately owned 
housing 
• Temporary housing or wooden house • Quarter • Others 
7. Whom do yoii currently live with? (Can tick more than one answer) 
• Blood related father 
LJ Blood related mother 
• Step-father 
]Step-mother 
] A d o p t e d father 
] A d o p t e d mother 
• Guadians (please specify: ) 
12 
8. Do your blood related parents currently live together 
• Yes 






Parents divorced or separated 
Father died 
Mother died 
Father works or lives aboard 
Mother works or lives aboard 
Other reasons, please specify: 
9. The educational level of your father is: 
• Don't know 口 Never receives any formal education • Primary 
• Secondary one to three • Secondary four to five • matriculation 
• tertiary college or university • Others, please specify: 
10. The educational level of your mother is: 
• Don't know 口 Never receives any formal education • Primary 
• Secondary one to three • Secondary four to five • matriculation 
• tertiary college or university Others, please specify: 
11. What are the usual careers of your parents (even he or she does not havejob at the 
present moment)? please specify the type ofcareer, for instance, driver, teacher, 




本 * 本 The end of the questionnaire, Thanks a lot! * * 本 
1 
; . . 



















. . ’ • + 
十 分 
分 不 不 
同 同 同 同 
«^ #^ •- 1¾. ]r^  
1.當遇到困難時’我可以倚賴父母去助我解 ‘‘ ’、 
決困難。 • • • • 
2.父母認為我不應跟成人爭執。 • • • • 
3.父母不斷強迫我去傲好每一件事。 • • • 〔 
4.父母認為我在爭論中應該屈服’因為堅 
持會令他人不快。 • • • • 
5.父母不斷強迫我去獨立思考。 • • • . • 
6.當我在學校成績低劣時’父母會令我覺 
得這是十分嚴重的一件事。 • • • • 
7.若我在溫習功課時遇到困難，父母會從 
旁指導。 • • • • 
8.父母告訴我他們的意見是正確的’而我 
不應該質疑他們。 • • • • 
9.父母纷附我做事情之前’他/她必定將 
原因解釋得很清楚。 • • • • 
10.每當我和父母意見不合時’他/她總會 
説類似的説話：「你長大後自然會明白 
的。」 • • • • 
11.當我學校成績低劣時，父母會鼓勵我堪 
續努力。 • • • • 
12.父母復我計劃自己喜歡做的事。 • • • • 
13.父母對我的朋友有很深的認識。 • • • • 
14.若我做一些父母不喜歡的事’他/她會 
很冷淡和不友善地對待我。 • • • • 
15.父母會抽時間與我傾談。 • 口 口 • 
16.若我在學校裏表現低劣時’父母會令我 
覺得難過。 • • • • 
17.有空時’我便和家人一起玩樂。 • • • • 
18.父母會阻止我去傲一些他們不喜歡我做 





分 不 不 
同 同 同 同 
‘^ ？^ *^  #^  
• • 
19.父母後我做我喜歡的事。 • • • • 
20.父母喜歡我自己去作決定。 • • • [ 
21.父母不想我自主。 • • • • 
22.父母嘗試控制我所做的一切。 • • • [ 
23.父母侵犯我的私隱權。 • • • • 
24.父母傾向用照顧小孩子的方法來照顧我》 口 • 口 [ 
25.父母讓我決定自己的事。 • • • [ 
26.父母嘗試令我依賴他們。 • • • • 
27.父母覺得若沒有他們在旁，我便不能 
照顧自己。 • • • • 
28.父母給予我想要的自由。 口 口 口 [ 
29.如我喜歡的話’父母會讓我外出。 • • • • 
30.父母對我太過呵護。 • • • . [ 
31.父母壤我穿我喜歡的服飾。 • • • • 
32.父母說著要懲罰我，但跟著沒有眞正懲罰 
我。 • • • • 
33.當我做了錯事後’我能説服父母不懲罰我。 • • • • 
34.父母放棄令我服從’因為他們發覺這樣做 
帶來他們很多麻煩。 • • • • 
35.父母在原定時間前’停止不再懲罰或約束 
我。 • • • • 
36.當我做錯事’父母沒有懲罰我。 • • • • 
37.父母給予我的懲罰，主要是受他們的情緒 
影響。 • • • • 
38.當我做錯事，父母會用手打我（除面部以 
外）。 • • • • 
39.當我傲錯事’父母會給我一巴掌。 • • • • 
40.當我做錯事，父母會用皮帶、鞭子或其他 
東西來打我。 I • • • • 
41.父母説會多些關心我’但事後卻沒有照實 
去做。 • • • • 
42.父母對我關心，主要是受他們情緒影響。 • • • 口 
43.父母放棄關心我’因為他們發覺這樣做會 





分 不 不 
同 同 同 同 
^^  ¾^ <^  #^  
44.有時當我遇到傷心的事情，父母沒有關心 
我。 • • •: • 
45.有時父母很關心我’但有時又會疏忽我。 • • • • 
46.父母說會給我多一些自主權，但事後並沒 
有實行。 • • • •： 
47.當父母準備阻止我傲一件事時，我能説服 
他/她放棄這樣傲。 • • • • • 
48丨父母放棄給予我自主的機會，因為他們發覺 
這樣傲會為他們带來很多麻煩。 • • • • 
49.父母給予我自主的機會’主要是受他們的情 
緒影響。 I • • • • 
50.有時父母對我很放心’但有時又會過份緊張。 • • • . • 
51.父母很少讚賞我》 • • • • 
52.在父母眼中’我是個重要的人。 • • •• • 
53.父母常常表現得很不關心我。 • • • • 
54.父母享受與我一起的時間。 • • • .• 
55.父母表現得關心我和愛我。 • • • .口 
56.我覺得很容易跟父母傾談。 • • • • • 
57.當我與父母一起時，我覺得緊張和不安。‘ • • •‘ •• 
58.我货得父母把錯處無理地加拔我身上。 • • • • 
59.父母主動關注我的生活。 口 口 • • 
60.我覺得很接近父母。 • • • • 
61.父母不了解我。 • • • • 
62.父母信任我。 • • • • 
63.我感覺不到父母喜歡和我一起。 • • • • 
64.父母不知道我是一個怎樣的人。 • • • • 
65.父母是仁慈和細心的人。 • • 口 • 
66.父母並不覺得我是重要和帶給他們 
樂趣的。 . • • • • 
67.父母對我的事感到興趣。 • • • - • 
68.父母對我十分挑别。 • • • • 
69.父母很少對我表現關心。 • • • • 
70.當我感到不快或遇到困難時’父母會安 
慰和背助我。 • • • • 
71.當我和父母一起時’他們通常很冷淡和 























































• 晚 上 九 時 之 前 ‘ 
•晚上十二時之前 
•沒有限制 
• •‘ ‘ , 
你的家長想知道有關下列的情况嗎？ 
好想 有時想 不想 
3.晚上出外時’你會去甚麼地方？ • • • 
4.空閒時，你會做些甚麼？ • • • 
5.球餘後’你通常會去甚麼地方？ • • • 
你的家長確實知道有關下列的情况嗎？ 
好多時都知 有時知 不知 
6.晚上出外時’你會去甚麼地方？ • • • 
7.空閒時’你會做些甚麼？ - • • • 





很 準 確 ~ 奴 準 確 不 準 確 
1.我做了不應該做的事也不感到内咎。 • • • 
2.我喜歡和惹事生非的年青人來往。 • • • 
3.我説锐或欺編。 • • 〔 
4.我較喜歡和年紀比我小的年青人一起。 • • • 
5.我離家出走。 • • • 
6.我放火。 • • • 
7.我在家裏偷竊。 • • • 
8.我在家外偷竊。 • • 〔 
9.我組咒別人或講粗口。 • • 匚 
10.我瞻課或逃學。 • • • 
11.我喝酒或溢用藥物。 口 • • 
請描逑： 
12.我時常爭辯。 • • • 
13.我愛誇口》 ‘ • • • 
14.我對別人刻薄’斤斤計較。 ' • • • 
15.我要求別人經常注意自己。 • • • 
16.我破壞自己的東西。 • • • 
17.我會破壞別人的東西。 • • • 
18.我在學校不聽話。 • • • 
19.我妒忌別人。 • • • 
20.我經常與人打架。 • • 〔 
21.我攻擊他人身體。 . • • C 
2 2.我時常尖叫。 • • C 
23.我坟耀自己或扮小丑。 • • • 
24.我很固執。 • • • 
25.我的情緒或感受會突然變化。 • • • 
26.我說話過多。 • • • 
27.我常戲弄他人。 • • [ 
28.我的脾氣暴躁。 • • 口 
29.我恐嚇要傷害別人。 • • • 
30.我比其他青少年更吵鬧。 • 口 • 
31.我喜歡獨處多過與人一起。 . • • 口 
32.我拒絕與人交談。 • • 口 
33.我很密實’有事不會說出來。 • • • 
34.我很害羞。 • • [ 
35.我的精力不足。 • • [ 
36.我避免與人深交。 • • • 
37.我問問不樂或沮喪。 • 口 • 
38.我感到頭*。 • • • 
39.我感到過份疲勞。 • • • 
8 
、 很準確 幾 準 確 不 準 確 
40.病因不明的症狀： • 
•V : a .身體痛楚（除頭痛外） • • • 
1).頭痛 • • [ 
0.作喉、作問 • • C 
d .眼睛有毛病’請描逑 ： • • C 
e.出療或其他皮清病 • • • 
1.胃痛或胃抽筋 • • • 
它.喉吐 • • • . • 
11.其他’請描逑： • • • 
41.我覺得孤單寂寞。 • 口 • 
42.我經常哭泣。 • • . C 
43.我故意傷害自己或企圖自殺。 • • . • 
44.我害怕自己會產生壞念頭或傲壞事。 • • • 
45.我覺得自己必須十全十美。 口 • • 
46.我覺得沒有人喜歡我。 • • •• n 
47.我覺得別^存心為難我。 • • • 
48.我覺得自己無用或自卑。 • • . • 
49.我神經過敏或緊張。 • • • 
50.我過度恐懼或焦慮。 口 口 • . 
51.我過於感到内咎。 口 • • 
52.我很自覺或容易感到逛她。 • 口 • 
53.我多疑。 • • • 
54.我想到自役。 • • • 
55.我有很多憂慮。 • • • 






常 不 不 
準 準 準 準 
確 確 確 確 
1.若我沒有被選作領袖’我便不應建議事情 
應怎樣傲。 • • • 口 
2.在一群人中，我不願意讓其他人作決定。 • • • • 
3.就算我的童年經歷很差，我也可以有成就。 • • • • 
4 .大多數發生在我身上的事，都是由命運決定。• • . • • 
5.我不可以更成功的原因，是我運氣不好。 口 口 [• • 
6.我經常需要有人告訴我怎樣傲。 • • • • 
7.當事情順利時’通常是因為我自己的功勞。 • 口 口 口 
8.就算我和朋友持不同的意見’我也感到無所 
謂。 • • • • 
9.如果要保持融洽，我最好进同別人，而不要 ，. 
説出自己的意見。 • • • • 
10.直至到我知道朋友的想法’我才能確定是否 












十 有 有 十 
分 點 點 分 
相 相 相 相 
似 似 似 似 
1. • • 有些年青人很難結識朋但有些卻比較容易結識朋 口 • 
友， 友》 
2. • • 有 些 年 青 人 有 很 多 朋 支 但 有 些 卻 沒 有 太 多 的 朋 友 。 • • 
f 
i 
3. • • 有 些 年 青 人 很 難 討 人 歡 但 有 些 卻 很 容 易 令 人 喜 歡 。 • • 
心 » 
4. • • 有些年青人很受同年紀但有些卻不很受歡迎。 • • 
的人歡迎， 
5. • • 有些年青人覺得自己受但有‘些卻希望多些同年紀 口 口 
人接受’ 的人接受他們。 
© • • 有些年青人常對自己失但有些卻對自己很滿意。‘ • • 
望， 
^ ) n • 有 些 年 青 人 不 喜 歡 現 在 但 有 些 卻 喜 歡 現 在 的 生 活 。 • • 
的生活， 
@ • n 冇些年青人大部份時間但有些卻常常對自己感到 • • 
對自己感到滿意’ 不滿意。 
Q. • • 有些年青人喜歡傲自己但有些卻寧願自己是另一 口 口 
^ ’ 個人。 
s^y^ 
¢ 0 ) 0 • 有些年青人對自己的各但有些卻希望自己有些改 口 口 
方面惑到滿意’ 變。 











n 不 知 道 •從未正式入學 • 小 學 
•中一至中三 •中四至中五 • 預 科 
•大專或大學 • •其他，請註明•• 
10.你母親的敎育程度是： 
•不知道 •從未正式入學 • 小 學 












1.性別 男 • 女 
2.年齡 歲 
3 .你的學歷是：口小學 年級 • 中 學 年級 








•公共屋村 居者有其屋 •私人樓宇 
• 臨 時 房 屋 / 木 屋 • 宿 舍 • 其 他 
7.你現在跟誰人一起生活？（可選擇多過一個答案） 
親生父親 
• 辑 生 母 親 
• 组 父 
堪母 
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